IMPROVING THE DESIGN OF OUTCOME EVALUATIONS
Once said, it is obvious that quality in the design of an outcome evaluation affects the quality of the data and of conclusions.  Poor designs can make programs look worse than they are, or better than they are, or yield uninterpretable evidence.
Quality and Evaluation Policy in General
Quality in evaluation design ought to be recognized and ought to be explicit in an agency's evaluation policy and in congressional oversight policy. Special efforts need to be made to improve the quality of research and evaluation designs for estimating the impact of youth employment projects. Existing Professional guidelines can be used to influence the quality of design and the quality of reporting.
The theme of quality has been explicit in the Department of Labor 's Knowledge Development Plan, insofar äs the plan yoked the introduction of new programs to good evaluation design.  That is, the plan recognized the legitimacy of the idea that good impact evaluations can only be done if conditions are controlled and evaluation is planned and begun at the Start of a program.  This theme appears also in the U.S. General Accounting Office8 s (1978) attention to competing explanations that characterize the results of poor research designs, to the elements of reasonable design, and to the need for designing the evaluation before a new program is put into the field.
The theme has been recognized by the courts in cases that recognize the shortcomings in some evaluation designs and the benefits of others, e.g., copayinents in health insurance.  Injunctions have been issued against poor designs, for example, and challenges to good designs have been defeated (Breger, 1983, for specific cases).
Despite this, the quality of evaluations of youth employment and training programs is still not sufficiently high. Less than 30 percent of the reports examined by this committee, for example, were of high enough quality to be reviewed seriously.  Projects rejected for serious consideration by this committee were flawed by the lack of sensible comparison groups, unreliable measures of program outcome, vague objec-tives, and other shortcomings.  Our acceptance rate is low, but i t still represents progress, Rossi's (1969) review of 200 evaluations issued by the Office of Economic Opportunity before 1968, for example, uncovered no randomized field experiments and only about 25 reports with credible evidence.
Professional and institutional guidelines for improving the quality of evaluation designs are readily available. Section A of the bib-liography lists guidelines that pertain to evaluation design and reporting in health and health Services, education and training, weif are, and other areas. The references include applications of Standards and assessments of their common features and usefulness.  It would not be unreasonable to adopt variations on these in evaluation policy.

